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and opinion pages of the Akron Beacon 
Journal. 

David B. Cooper began as a reporter 
with a genuine love for political jour-
nalism. After reporting for the Raleigh 
(North Carolina) News and Observer 
and Winston-Salem Journal and Sen-
tinel, he joined the Detroit Free 
Press—where he moved over to the 
writing of editorials. 

In 1977, the Akron Beacon Journal 
hired Dave to run its editorial and 
opinion pages. In that capacity, he has 
been more than just a principled ob-
server and commentator on the polit-
ical life of Ohio and America—he has 
also been a powerful force in the cul-
tural life of his community. 

Indeed, some of his best writing has 
been on music. In fact—since 1994—he 
has hosted a weekly jazz program on 
radio station WAPS. 

The same feeling that infuses his 
writing and commentary on jazz is 
present in his political writing. Dave 
knows that if all you want is accuracy, 
you have merely to know your subject. 
And believe me, Dave knows the stuff 
he writes about! But he also knows 
that if you want to go beyond that—be-
yond mere accuracy toward the kind of 
deep understanding that goes to the 
heart of an issue—you must not just 
know, but love, your subject. 

That’s the kind of work that creates 
positive change in a community. It is 
the type of work that Dave has done. 

Dave Cooper says his pet peeve is 
‘‘politicians who are pompous.’’ And 
that really reflects Dave’s person-
ality—he doesn’t do what he does for 
his own ego; he does it to help people 
understand things. He does it to make 
a real difference. And that’s why he 
holds people in public life to the same 
high standard. 

I am proud to call Dave Cooper my 
good friend, and I wish him and Joanne 
well as they begin a new life. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. BINGAMAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

VOINOVICH). The Chair recognizes the 
Senator from New Mexico for 10 min-
utes. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

(The remarks of Mr. BINGAMAN per-
taining to the introduction of S. 638, S. 
639, and S. 640 are located in today’s 
RECORD under ‘‘Statements on Intro-
duced Bills and Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

FINANCING SOCIAL SECURITY 
WITH GENERAL REVENUES 

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to talk about the financing of 
the Social Security program. The 
President’s plan to reserve the sur-
pluses for Social Security has pre-
sented us with an opportunity to have 
a discussion about the way Social Se-
curity is currently financed—and to 
have a debate about how we want to fi-
nance the Social Security system in 
the future. 

I want to say at the outset that some 
of my colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle have closely examined the Presi-
dent’s proposal to infuse the Social Se-
curity system with general revenues—
and decided not to support a financing 
reform mechanism that does not lead 
to structural reforms. For my col-
leagues on the Democratic side who 
have decided not to support general 
revenue transfers to Social Security, 
this is a politically difficult position to 
support—but a commendable one. 

With his plan to reserve the surpluses 
for Social Security, the President has 
helped me to understand for the first 
time that the Social Security program 
is facing a serious funding problem in 
the year 2013. I now realize that in 2013, 
the payroll tax dollars flowing into the 
Social Security program will no longer 
be large enough to fund the current 
level of benefits. As a result, the Social 
Security Administration will start 
cashing in its trust fund assets—those 
special-issue Treasury bonds—to pay 
for Social Security benefits. 

The Treasury has to make good on 
these bonds by giving Social Security a 
portion of general revenues. This 
means that starting in 2013, Social Se-
curity beneficiaries have a claim on 
not only the payroll tax dollars, but 
also the income tax dollars of working 
Americans. Let me say that again, Mr. 
President. Starting in 2013, Social Se-
curity beneficiaries have a claim on 
both the payroll tax dollars and the in-
come tax dollars of working Ameri-
cans. So as not to mislead, let me say 
that these beneficiaries will also have 
a claim on other general revenues, such 
as corporate income tax dollars. Fur-
thermore, in order for the Treasury to 
make good on these obligations with-
out cutting discretionary spending, it 
is likely Congress will either have to 
raise income taxes or return to deficit 
spending. 

Now under current law, this infusion 
of general revenues into Social Secu-
rity is scheduled to end in 2032—at 
which point a future Congress will have 
to decide whether to raise payroll taxes 
or cut benefits. The President’s pro-
posal allows this Congress to pass the 
responsibility for enacting reform off 
to the Congress convening in 2055. Fur-
thermore, what the President proposes 
to do is to fund a substantially larger 
portion of the program with income 
tax dollars. In fact, he is turning a 

funding problem into a funding virtue 
by guaranteeing that future income 
tax dollars will continue to fund Social 
Security benefits until 2055. This 
means that the baby boomers will have 
an even larger claim on future tax dol-
lars. 

On how many future income tax dol-
lars do the boomers have a claim? Well, 
in fact, the Social Security actuaries 
have quantified for us exactly how 
many more general revenues will be 
given to the Social Security program 
as a result of the President’s plan. Ac-
cording to the actuaries, Social Secu-
rity beneficiaries already have a claim 
on general revenues worth $6.45 trillion 
in nominal dollars. President Clinton 
will commit an additional $24.765 tril-
lion in general revenues to the Social 
Security program between the years of 
2015 and 2055—for a total of $31.215 tril-
lion in general revenues. 

You heard me correctly, the Presi-
dent’s plan commits an additional 
$24.765 trillion of general revenues—
$4.85 trillion in constant 1999 dollars—
to pay for Social Security benefits—
above and beyond the 12.4 percent pay-
roll tax that is levied on all workers. 
This chart demonstrates that in any 
given year we will be committing up to 
$2 trillion of general revenues for So-
cial Security benefits. If you look at 
this in terms of constant 1999 dollars, 
we are talking about $200 to $300 billion 
of general revenues that will be com-
mitted to Social Security each year in 
the 2030s, 2040s, and 2050s. If you look 
at it in terms of a percentage of GDP, 
the Clinton plan will divert general 
revenues worth 1.5 percent of GDP to 
Social Security for each year from 2032 
through 2055. That is a general revenue 
transfer each year nearly as large as 
the entire defense budget. 

Now it may come as a surprise to my 
constituents watching this at home to 
hear that the President is committing 
massive amounts of future general rev-
enues to Social Security. And the rea-
son they aren’t aware of this fact is be-
cause he has made no effort to inform 
them. He has cleverly hidden his pro-
posal behind the rhetoric of ‘‘saving 
the surplus for Social Security.’’ If the 
President wants to openly make the 
case for funding more Social Security 
benefits through income tax dollars, 
let me be the first to encourage an 
open and honest debate on that very 
subject. In fact, it is a very Democratic 
argument to fund Social Security 
through the more progressive income 
tax rather than the regressive payroll 
tax. But I encourage him to enter this 
debate candidly and to explain to the 
American public the tradeoffs of infus-
ing general revenues into the Social 
Security program. 

I have heard the group of us who are 
working on substantive Social Security 
reforms—Senators MOYNIHAN, BREAUX, 
GREGG, and SANTORUM—referred to as 
the ‘‘Pain Caucus’’ because we advo-
cate structural reforms to the system 
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through benefit changes or future pay-
roll tax adjustments. Well, we believe 
less in pain than in truth in adver-
tising. The President also has a great 
deal of pain in his plan—a hidden pain 
in the form of income tax increases 
that will be borne by future genera-
tions of Americans. I strongly dis-
approve of a plan that provides a false 
sense of complacency that Social Secu-
rity has been saved by this nebulous 
and vague idea of ‘‘saving the sur-
plus’’—while failing to disclose the real 
pain that will be imposed on future 
generations. 

Let me talk for a moment about the 
history of the Social Security program 
and its financing. The idea of a Social 
Security program was first discussed 
by Frances Perkins as a means for pro-
viding the widows of coal miners a fi-
nancial safety net. Today, the Social 
Security program provides an 
intergenerational financial safety net 
to retirees and the disabled, and their 
spouses, survivors, and dependents. So-
cial Security has always been financed 
by a tax on payroll. When the program 
began, the total payroll tax was 1 per-
cent of the first $3,000 of earnings—paid 
for by both the employer and em-
ployee. Today, all covered employees 
pay a Social Security payroll tax that 
is equal to 6.2 percent of the first 
$72,600 of their annual wages. In addi-
tion, the employer must pay an addi-
tional 6.2 percent payroll tax on the 
first $72,600 of each employee’s wages. 

The excess Social Security payroll 
tax income has always resided in a 
trust fund. Through the 1970s, this 
trust fund generally had only enough 
assets to pay for about one year’s 
worth of benefits. The 1977 Social Secu-
rity amendments marked the first time 
that the trust funds were allowed to 
accrue substantial assets—though this 
accrual was not necessarily deliberate. 

During the 1983 reforms, Congress 
made this implicit accrual of assets ex-
plicit—and declared its goal to be the 
prefunding of the baby boom genera-
tion’s Social Security benefits. Con-
gress tried to pre-fund the baby boom 
generation by accelerating the payroll 
tax rate schedule increases that were 
agreed to in the 1977 amendments, by 
covering all federal government and 
non-profit employees, and by raising 
the payroll tax rate on the self-em-
ployed. 

Not surprisingly, several Presidential 
administrations took advantage of the 
overflowing Social Security coffers—
and used an overlevy of the payroll tax 
to fund both the general operations of 
government and expensive income tax 
cuts. Many of the payroll tax dollars 
that flowed into the trust funds were 
immediately borrowed to pay for 
tanks, roads, and schools. Many of 
these payroll tax dollars were also used 
to offset major income tax breaks. Is it 
any surprise that Reagan was able to 
afford a reduction in the top marginal 

tax rate from 70 to 50 percent in 1981 
and from 50 to 28 percent in 1986 in the 
wake of the payroll tax hikes of 1977 
and 1983? 

The irony is that the story has now 
come full circle. While former Presi-
dents financed income tax cuts with 
payroll tax hikes, Mr. Clinton now 
wants to maintain a lower-than-nec-
essary payroll tax rate by increasing 
future income tax revenues.

Mr. President, one of my goals today 
is to make clear my desire that this 
Congress and this President have an 
honest debate about how to finance So-
cial Security. But one of my other 
goals today is to talk about the need to 
reform the program to improve the 
lives of our Nation’s minimum wage 
workers. As many of my 206,278 Ne-
braska constituents collecting old-age 
Social Security benefits can attest—
Social Security is not a generous pro-
gram. In fact, the average old-age ben-
efit in Nebraska is under $750 a month. 
When you factor in rent, food, prescrip-
tion drug benefits, and part B pre-
miums, $750 is not a generous benefit. 

As many of my colleagues may know, 
the size of a retiree’s Social Security 
check depends on a number of impor-
tant factors—how much you worked, 
how much you earned, and at what age 
you retire. In order to determine your 
monthly benefit, the Social Security 
Administration takes all of this infor-
mation and applies a complicated ben-
efit formula designed to replace a por-
tion of the monthly income to which 
you have become accustomed over the 
course of your life. This replacement 
formula is not very generous for low-
wage, low-skill workers or for workers 
who have been in and out of the work-
force sporadically. The way it works is 
that Social Security will replace 90 
percent of the first $505 of average in-
dexed monthly earnings (AIME) over 
your lifetime; plus 32 percent of the 
next $2,538 of earnings; and 15 percent 
of any earnings over $3,043 per month. 

Complicated? Yes. But what this 
means is that a worker who has been 
consistently in the workforce and has 
had lifetime annual earnings of $10,000 
per year will receive a Social Security 
benefit check of about $564. This is not 
substantial—and barely livable. What I 
propose to do is change the benefit for-
mula to replace a larger portion of the 
income of these low-income, low-
skilled workers who play a very impor-
tant role in our service economy. And 
I propose doing this in a cost neutral 
way. By simply changing the replace-
ment formula, we can boost that work-
ers’ monthly income by 22 percent. 

What I have tried to show this morn-
ing is that we need to have an honest 
and open debate about the way we want 
to finance the Social Security pro-
gram. We also need to have a candid 
and constructive discussion about So-
cial Security reforms that will improve 
the retirement security of all working 

Americans—including those working 
Americans who are toiling away at 
low-paying service sector jobs. I be-
lieve that Congress and the President 
can and should work together to 
achieve real structural reforms in the 
program—and do so in a way that helps 
low-income Americans and that shares 
costs across all generations. 

Mr. President, Harry Truman had a 
sign on his desk which read: ‘‘The buck 
stops here.’’ Unfortunately, what this 
President’s plan is saying is that the 
buck stops there—in 2055. 

Our generation has a historic oppor-
tunity to make some sacrifices now, so 
that our children and grandchildren 
may benefit from our having served 
this nation. The sacrifices we make 
may not be as dramatic as those of the 
generation that lived during Harry 
Truman’s Presidency, but they will 
have a significant impact on the future 
of our Nation. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
f 

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 
close of business yesterday, Tuesday, 
March 16, 1999, the federal debt stood at 
$5,639,342,063,058.30 (Five trillion, six 
hundred thirty-nine billion, three hun-
dred forty-two million, sixty-three 
thousand, fifty-eight dollars and thirty 
cents). 

One year ago, March 16, 1998, the fed-
eral debt stood at $5,530,456,000,000 
(Five trillion, five hundred thirty bil-
lion, four hundred fifty-six million). 

Five years ago, March 16, 1994, the 
federal debt stood at $4,550,473,000,000 
(Four trillion, five hundred fifty bil-
lion, four hundred seventy-three mil-
lion). 

Ten years ago, March 16, 1989, the 
federal debt stood at $2,737,640,000,000 
(Two trillion, seven hundred thirty-
seven billion, six hundred forty mil-
lion). 

Fifteen years ago, March 16, 1984, the 
federal debt stood at $1,465,672,000,000 
(One trillion, four hundred sixty-five 
billion, six hundred seventy-two mil-
lion) which reflects a debt increase of 
more than $4 trillion—
$4,173,670,063,058.30 (Four trillion, one 
hundred seventy-three billion, six hun-
dred seventy million, sixty-three thou-
sand, fifty-eight dollars and thirty 
cents) during the past 15 years.

f 

FLATHEAD IRRIGATION ACT OF 
1999

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, yesterday 
I introduced a bill to transfer the oper-
ation of an irrigation project in Mon-
tana from the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
to the local irrigators. This is a bill, 
which has been before Congress before, 
but has been changed to address the 
concerns expressed by the BIA and 
groups which have opposed this legisla-
tion in the past. 
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